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REMARKS 

L INTRODUCTION 

In response to the Office Acrion dated August 12, 2003, the ckims have not been amended. 
Chims 1-45 remain in the application. Re-considerarion of the application is requested, 

II. PRIOR ART REJECTIONS 

A. rUiiYi 1 

In paragraph (10) of the Of&ce Action, daim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being 
impateatable over Burrows and further in view of Wishnie as follows: 
In consideiing claim U 

Buixows ct al di$dofiefi Iniemei web site, compTifdng: 

an online service, implemented on a computes, for building, demgn, and constmction 
pcisonael, wheiein die files compdsc dxawiogs, documents, comm\micaiions, and tasks lelaifid to the 
ardihcctur^ projects (see Fig. 2, Design Tool Executables 37; col. 4, lines 5-1 5 and lines 33-40). 

Additionally, 

Wisbnic ct sd. disdoses an Intemei weh site cos^xi&ing: 

an online service diat provides an inTeg;tated project wodcspace for organiaiag folders dicrcin 
as coniainczs for stodng, managing, and shfldng files for one or more pzojects* and the integrated 
project wodcspace provides relevant content, services, and tools to help tbe personnel manage the 
files rekced to tbe projects (see Fig. 4a, hicnichial display space 402; col 4, Hnes 23-38; Fig. 4, Xcs^tmX 
display Space 404; coL 4, lines 39-49). 

Applicants respectfully traverse these rqecrions for one or more of the following reasons: 

(1 ) Neither Burrows nor Wisbnie Uach^ dischse, or su^st an intsffnkd project taorkspacejor 
argam:^ngfoIdm Jbr one or more architectural projects; and 

(2) Neisber Burrows nor Wishnie teach^ disclose, or suggest an im^aui project workspace to help 
personnel (ie,, building^ desifff, and construction personnel) manage files related to architectural projects. 

Independent claim 1 provides for online services for particular personnel - building, design, 
and construction personnel. The online service provides an integrated project workspace. The 
workspace is utiliaied for organizing folders as containers for storing, managing, and sharing files for 
architectural projects. The files further comprise drawings, documents, c ommuni cations, and tasks 
related to the architectural projects. Additionally, the integrated project worlcspace provides relevant 
content, services, and tools to help the personnel (as described above) manage the files related to the 
architecmral projects- 
Burrows was utilized to teach some of die r\^\tt\ elements. Wishnie was utilized to teach the 
integrated project workspace claim elements. However, contrary to the assertion in the Office 
Action, Wishnie does not even remotely read on or teach these claim elements. Wishnie is 
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specifically directed towards a file hierarchy for HTML files utilized to build a web site (see Title and 
Abstract). Hg. 4a of Wishnie (as described in col. 4, lines 22-50) provides a hierarchical display 
space 402 and textual display space 404 that illuscrates a selected web site in a tree fashion showing 
the various pages of the web site. The entry in the hierarchical display space 402 has a point that 
points to the HTML file for a paj:ticukt entry. The tejrtual display space 404 has a textual 
description of attributes for each page in the web site. Accordingly, Wisbnie is directed towards 
organizing HTML files for a web site. 

In view of the above, Wishnie's web site and mediodology is not directed towards or utilized 
by building, design, and construction personnel as claimed- The claims spe dfiralTy provide that the 
integrated project workspace provides content, services, and cools to help such building, design, and 
construction personnel Instead of being directed towards such paxticolar personnel, Wishnie is 
directed towards personnel desiring to create and organize files for a web site, 

AddmpnaUy, the claimed integrated workspace is related to architectural projects. The 
Office Action simply omits the term "architectur^*"iSiSri^ the 
Office Action merely uses the term 'projects" when relying on Wishnie. However, this element 
provides a context for the web site and is specifically claimed. Wishnie is not even remotely related 
to architectural projects. Further, the term "architectural" cannot be removed horn the daimsjsince 
it is in integral part of this independent claim. Thus, regardless of whether Burrows provides for a 
distributed CAD system, Wishnie is wholly unrelated and cannot be utilized to teach the claimed 
elements. Specifically, the folders are utilised as containers relating to architectural projects. Neither 
Burrows nor Wishnie teach such a claim element In ribis regard, Wishnie's mere hierarchical 
stmcture of HTML files completely fails tb teach, disclose, or suggest, either expressly ot impUcitly, 
containers for storing, managing and sharing files for an architectural project 

Addirionally. Wishnie's folders are utilized for HTML files and not projects. In feet, an 
electronic search for the term ^^project** in Wishnie provides no results at all. Without even using 
the word ''project", Wishnie cannot possibly teach an integtated web site directed towards projects 
(and more particularly architectural projects). 

In response to the above arguments, the final Office Action provides: 

10. In response to applicant's Arguments against die references individuafly, on page 13, 
lines 24-25, and page 14, lines 2-3^ ont cannot skow nonobviousncss by attacking t efetenccs 
ifidxviduzHy wteie the zejecttond are based on combinations of references. See In r$ K^ikr^ 642 F^d 
413, 208 USPQ S7l (CCPA 1981); In n Menk & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091 , 231 USPQ 375 (Fed, Or. 1986). 
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n. Applicaiit(9) argue on page 14, lines 9-10 and 15-16, tbat "Wialmic is totally 
uiirelated to a distnbvrted CAD system, and that since the folders in Wishnie ct aL aie uiflized for 
HTML files as opposed to piojeccs, it does not read on the claimed inventioa. Hio ;^pUcant(s) 
atguments axe not persuasive. Aldiough Wishnic et aL h not a CAD system, it is a related in che feci 
that is the hietaicihical oifi^inizatioa of files for a website. Thus, it is /utzwhoHy uniehted lo the 
present application. Funheonofc, only the concept of utilizing folder for stonog files was taken from 
the Wshnie et aL reference in the l03 combination* and not the storage of KTML files oaJy. 

Applicanr(s) argue on page 14, Enes 4-10, that the term "axchitectoral is an i»teg?al part of 
The independent ctois, and that Burrows et al cannot anticipate diat The applicant(s) arguments are 
not persuasive The tenn atchitecmral has been giv'en the broadest reasonable inteiprct^ Byifs 
nature, CAD design drawings aie inherendy related to some type of architectural stnicture, whe Act it 
ifi be for mechanical objects, electrical objects, bvddlinga, etc Thus, the term ardutecniral, when used 
in the conisext of CAD systems, docs not Eitther hmit CAD-based files. 

Applicants respectfully traverse such conclusions in the final Office ActLon. While 
Applicants agree that one cannot shofw non-obviousness by attaddDg references individually where 
the rejections ate based on combinations of references, the claimed invention must also be exambed 
as a whole and whether the 'Si^ole** claimed invention would have been obvious at the time of 
invention (see MPEP §2142). In addition, under MPEP §706.020 ''there must be some suggestion 
or motrvanon, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference ot to combine reference teachings," No such 
suggestion of motivation exists in either Burrows or Wishnie. 

As described above, ^SC^hnie is directed towards organizing HTML files for a web site. The 
final Office Action agrees with such a statement but states that Wishnie is not wholly unrelated to 
the present application since it is a hierarchical organization of files for a website. However, the test 
is not whether it is whoEy unrelated to the present application but whether it is related or would 
have been obvious to combine Wishnie with the other reference (Lc., Burrows). Such a motivation 
to combine is clearly lacking &om both Wishnie and Burrows. 

Further, loolring at the claimed invention as a "whole" (as required by the MPEP), the 
invention provides an online service with an inflated project workspace having folders as 
containers for architectural project files (where the files comptise drawings, documents, 
communications, and tasks) and the workspace provides content services and tools to help users 
manage the files. In this regard, the claims provide for an ermre online service for rnanaging 
architectural CAD projects including the abUicy to manage the folders as containers which are 
specifically geared and organized for architectural projects. In addition^ the online service provides 
±e ability to manage the files widiin the folders wherein the files are drawings, docuntients. 
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communications, and task$ tekttid to the projects. In tliis regard. Burrows completely fails to 
describe any dociiments or commuoications whatsoever. 

In addition to the above, die final Office Action submits that "only the concept of u tilizin g 
folders for storing files was taken fi:om the Wishnie ct al reference". Relying on such a statement, it 
is therefore assumed that Burrows is relied upon to teach all of the remaining elements inchiding 
containers for storing, managing, and sharing files for architectural projects, wherein the files 
cotnpri^e drawings, documents, communications, and tasks related to the archicectuxal projects. It is 
further assumed that die Office Action relies on Burrows to teach an iategrated project workspace 
that provides relevant content, services, and tools to help building, design, and construction 
personnel manage the files (Le., the drawings, documents, communications, and task files) related to 
the architectural projects. 

Burrows is specifically geared towards using CAD tools in a distributed CAD system (see 
coL 1, lines 5-59). In this regard, design tools that perform CAD tasks are provided on a CAD 
server station (see coL 1, Unes 62-67). FIG. 2 of Burrows illustrates such a CAD server system that 
supports design tool executables programs) 37 and design tool libraries 39. As illustrated in FIG. 3, 
the CAD system runs on the server and the user can gain access to the programs ^.e,^ the design 
tools) from the client station over the internet (see coL 4, lines 33*40). Further, access to the 
programs is achieved using "form" that define parameters for a CAD task. However, absent fcom 
the Burrows disclosure is any reference to the files as claimed ^.e., files that comprise drawings, 
documents, commutucatioQS, and tasks) ot the storage of any such files in containers or otherwise. 

Tlius, contrary to the assertion m the final Office Action, Burrows merely provides the 
ability to using CAD tools in a distributed system. There is no teaching or suggestion, implicit or 
explicit, for the files, folders, or organisation as claimed. Biirrows also fails to describe any such 
files, folders, or organization with respect to architectural projects (as claimed). In fact, an electtomc 
search in Burrows for the term "project'* provides no results. Without even describing a project or 
mentioning the word "project^', Burrows cannot possibly teach or surest files (that comprise 
drawings, docutnents, communications, and tasks) for an architectural project. Instead, Burrows 
merely provides for using a CAD tool in a distributed environment. Further, Wishnie does not cure 
Burrows' deficiency (since it merely teaches utilizing folders for storing files). 
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In view of the above, AppEcanta submit chat Independent claim 1 is in condition for 
allowance. 

B. Claims 2^45 

In patagtaphs (l)-(2) of the Office Action, daims 2, 3, 5. 6. 7, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21. 28, 29, 
31, 32, 34, 35, 36, 43, and 44 were rejected under 35 U.S.C §1 02(e) as being anticipated by Burrows 
et al. U»S. Patent No. 6,397,1 17 (Burrows). In paragraphs (3)-(4) of the Office Action, claims 4, 9, 
15, 18, 23, 30, 33, 38, and 45 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bvirrows et aL as applied to claims 2, 16, and 31, and further in view of Wisbnie et aL, U.S. Patent 
No. 6,148,311 (Wisbnie). In paragraph (5), claims 10, 11, 24, 25, 39, and 40 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §103 (a) as being unpatentable over Burrows et aL as applied to claims 2, 16, and 31, and 
further in view of Lowell, U.S. Patent No. 6,381,632 (Lowell). In paragtaph (6) of the OfBce 
Action, claims 8, 22, and 37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Burrows et al. as applied to claims 2, 15, and 31, and further in view of Robertson, U.S. Patent No. 
6,269,369 (Robertson). In paragraph (7) of the Office Action, claims 12, 26, and 41 were rqected 
under 35 U.S,C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over Burrows et al. as applied to daims 2, 16, and 31, 
and further in view of Yasue, U.S. Patent 6,289,345 (Yasue). In paragraph (8) of the Office Action, 
daims 13, 27, and 42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Burrows et 
aL as applied to claims 2, 16, and 31, and further in view of Burridge, U.S. Patent No. 6,430,567 
(Burridge), In paragraph (9) of the Office Action, claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Burrows et al. and further in view of Wishnie. 

Applicants respectfully ttaverse these rejections. 

Specifically, claims 2, 16, and 31 were rejected as follows: 
In considcdng daims 2, 16, and 31: 

Burrows et al discloses a computet^mplemenred appanitas^ a method, and on ardclc of 
manufflrhii'ft, each compdmg: 

accessing architectural project infotcoation using an intexactiv^ web site hosted on ti scxvci 
wherein one or more areas of the interacdve web site provide for: 

alodificudon and Oigaoiication of: 

a display of the interactive Nvd^ site (see Fig.2, Display 42; col. 4, lines 14-26); 
site membcis of the interactive web site (sec Fig, 3, Users 26); 

one or more projects including storing, org^inizing, and displaying drawings and text files in 
project folders and standard folders (see Fig. 2;Design Tool Executablcs - programs - 37; col 4, lines 
5-15 and lines 33-40) [note: the programs must stored in some lype of program on the server 
computer 30 in ozdez to be utilized by the user]; and 
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project members of the one or more pfojecrs including dcfijiing access petmisaions for 
project mcmbcra to access the project fbldcis, the atandard folders, the draw«gs, and the text files 
(see Fig, 4, Steps Cl and C2; coL 5, lines 16-20 and lines 58-69). 

Applicants traverse the above lejections for one or tnorc of the following reasons: 

(1) Burrows fails to teach, disclose or su^st an area of a web site that provides for the modification and 
Grgani^tion of site members of the web site; 

(2) Burrows fails to teach, disclose or sug^st projects including an area of a web site that provides for the 
modification and orgard^a^jt of prtgects incbdding storing^ organit^ng and displaying drawings and text files; 

(3) Burrows fails to teach, enclose or suggest folders including an area of a web site that provides fir the 
modification and otganit^ation of projects in project fildm and standard folders; and 

(4) Burrows fails to teach, disclose or suggest pryect members of one or more projects. 
Indq)endent claims 2, 16, and 31 are generally directed to accessing architectural project 

information using an interactive web site. The web site has various areas. One such area provides 
for the modification and organization of site members of the web site. Another area provides for 
the tnodi&cation and organization of one or more projects including storing, organizrog^ and 
displaying drawings and text files in project folders and standard folders. Additionally, a third area 
provides for the n:iodification and organization of project members of projects including defining 
access permissions for project members to access project folders, standard folders, drawings, and 
text files. 

To teach each of the above dements^ the Office Action relies on Burrows. Specifically, to 
teach an area of the web site that provides for the modification and organization of site members, 
the Office Action sites Burrows Fig. 3. users 26. However, item 26 of Fig, 3 merely illustrates a user 
connected to a network Nowhere is there any description in Burrows (either within FIG. 3, the 
other figures, or the text) that allows for the organization and modification of site members. 
Further, nowhere in Burrows is there any reference to site members of a web site whatsoever. The 
use of Burrows' passwords in tektion to the present claims is addressed in further detail below. 

To teach an area of the web site for the modification and organization of one or more 
projects including storing, otganbiing, and displaying drawings and text files in project folders and 
standard folders, the Office Action relies on Burrows Fig. 2, design tool executables 37, coL 4, Hnes 
5-1 S and lines 33-40. As described above, Applicants note that an electronic search of Burrows for 
the term "project*' provides no results. Without even mentioning the word ^'project'*. Burrows 
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cannot possibly teach various claim elements tbat all utilne the word ''project'*. Further, the use o£ 
design tool executables 37 does not even remotely suggest modi^g and organizing projects in 
project folders and standard folders. Burrows' design tool executables are eacecutable files used to 
perform a desired CAD task (see coL 5, lines 13-20; coL 5, lines 58-60; coL 6, lines S-27). For 
example, to design an integrated cttcuit, a user may use a CAD tool with associated executable 
libraries that enable the designing of a memory cell for incorporation into an integrated circuit 
design (see coL 5, lines 13-20). In view of such an explanation by Burrows, the design tool 37 used 
to complete a CAD task does not teach or disclose, implicidy or explicitly, projects (ot an area of a 
web site that provides for modification and organization of projects) that include storing, organizing, 
and displaying drawings and text files in prqect folders and standard folders. 
In response to the above arguments, the final Office Action provides: 

Applicant(5) axgue on page 16, lines 9-11 and 16-18, ihai Burrows ct al fails lo reference any 
site members of a web site, and tbat ance the word '"project** does not appear anywhere in Bunows ct 
al., it does not lead on the claimed invention. The appUcMt(3) arguments are not persuasive. Tb& 
users of the files, 57, in Hg. 3 of Burrows ct aL dcady show thiee different $ite members who have 
dirii own rcspccdvc access to the CAD setvet, even they have not be named "site members" within 
^e reference. Additionally, die CAD tasks of each user have been inteipreted as projects, even 
though the word "project" isn't being spedficaliy xnemioned 

Applicants respectfully traverse such statements. In Applicants' prior argument, Applicants 
did not state "that Burrows ec aL fails to reference any site members of a web site". As stated 
above. Applicants submit that Burrows fails to provide an area of a web site that provides for the 
modification and organizarion o f site members of the interactive web sire (as claim ed). The users of 
Burrows* Fig. 3 may be site members. [However, please note that no "membership" or 
"subscription" of any sort is defined or suggested in Burrows. Instead, Burrows merely identifies a 
user having a password to gain access to a web page (see coL 5, lines S-12),]. However, there is no 
description that provides an area of the web sice (or a web page) tbat provides the ability to manage 
and organize such site members. The mere use of passwords does not even remotely refer to such 
capabilities. For example, the modification and organisation of Burrow's users may be defined by a 
server administrator through a server mechanism and not via the web site. However, there is no 
description, implicit or explicit, regarding how such users are modified or organised in Burrows. 

La addition. Burrows ^<lq to even teach the use of any folders. An electronic search for the 
term "folder'' in Burrows provides no results. The claims specifically provide for both project 
folders and standard folders and the organizing of projects and files within such folders. Burrows 
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does not even zemotdj teach such folders or file/ptoject organization- The final Office Action 
felled to respond to diis aigvunent 

In addition to the above, the Office Acdon relies on fig. 4, steps CI and C2; coL 5, lines 16- 
20 and lines 58-69 to teach the claimed dement of an area of the web site that provides for the 
modification and organizadon of project members of the one or more projects including defining 
access permissions for project membets to access the project folders, the standard folders, die 
drawings, and the text files. As claimed, there is both a site members area and a project members 
area. Burrows merely provides for providing suitable security clearance (eg. passwords) so that only 
authorized users gain access to a web page (see col. 5, Hnes 8-12). Thus, Burrows simply provides 
diat access to a web page may be based on a password. However, Burrows fails to describe an area 
of a web site that provides for die modificadon and organization of site members and another area 
that provides for the modification and orgaxiization of project members. The mere use of 
passwords in determining if a user has access to a web page is completely different and 
distinguishable fi:om otganizing such users in an area of a web sire. 

In response to the above arguments, the final Office Action provides: 

AppHcant(s) argue on page 17j lines 10-14, that Burrows ec aL fails to describe a sepaiaie site 
members and a pxoject acea, chus it does not read on the claimed invention. The applicant(5) 
arguments ore not persuasive. In the clnimcd language, there has been no distinction made between 
site members and project members, as the site member have not been described in the mdepeodent 
claims. In fact, project membets are only mentioned in the independent rbims, leading one to believe 
diat site member can be, and are, piojca fxiembez^ since the dependent claims zefex to defining 
access pecmissions and such for the site members 9^^. 

Applicants respectfully traverse such atatements. Firsdy, the independent claims provide for 
both "site members" (see line 6 of independent daim 2) and "project members" (see lines 9-11 of 
independent claim 2). In this regard, the independent claims provide that an area of the web site 
provides for the modification and organization of sice members. The independent claims also 
provide that an area of the web site provides for the modificadon and organization of project 
members of one or more projects. Such a project member modification and organization area 
includes the ability to define access permissions for project members to access project folders, 
standard folders, drawings, and text files. Thus, contrary to the assertion in the final Office Action, 
the independent claims mention and specifically provide for both site members and project 
members, 
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Further, consistent with the finsd Office Action, Applicants agree that site members may in 
fact be project members. In fact, to gain access to the web site (and thereby access to information 
on the web site), project members may be required to be site members. In this regard, as claimed, 
there is an area of the web site that provides for the modificatiotx and organization of the site 
members. However, die claims also recite an area of tie web site that provides for the modification 
and organization of project membeis OF THE ONE OR MORE PROJECTS. Such an area 
includes defining access permissions for project membeis to access die project folders, standard 
folders, drawings, and text files. The final Office Action equates CAD tasks of each user as projects. 
However, Burrows &ils to provide any capability or description for defining access permissions for 
such users to access the tasks. In addition. Burrows lacks any discussion regarding an area of a web 
site that may be used to modify and oiganize such users and their access permissions to such tasks. 

In addition to the above, the final Office Action asserts that the dependent daims refer to 
defining access permissions for the site members oniy. Applicants agree that the dependent claims 
specifically provide for defining access permissions for the site members (see for e-g., dependent 
claims 3, 8, and 12). However, the reason for defining such access permissions for site rnembers in 
the dependent claims is because the capability to define access permissions for project members 
already exists in the independent daims- Accordingly, it would be redundant to provide for fiirdier 
defining access permissions for the project members in the dependent claims. Thus, the assertions 
relied upon in the final Office Action are illogical and inconclusive widi respect to the presently 
claimed invention. 

In addition. Burrows describes that once a CAD task parameter form has been completed, 
security checks are performed, and subject to correct authorization, a job description is created (see 
col. 5, lines 58-62). However, contrary to the assertion in the Office Action, such a description fails 
to teach an area of a web site diac provides for the modification and organization of project 
members of one or mote projects. In this regard, Burrows fails to describe any area of a web site 
that provides the ability to organize and modify project members of one or more projects. The 
mere ability to perform a security check does teach a web site where access permissions may be 
defined on a project folder basis, standard folder basis, drawing basis, and/or text file basis (as 
claimed). Such a defining is completely lacking in Burrows. 

In response to the above argument, the final Office Action provides: 
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AppHcant(3) argue on page 16, lines 28-29, and page 17, lines 19-23» that Burrows ct aL faila 
lo describe any area of a web site that provides the abOiiy to oigamae and modify project members of 
one or more pxDjtcis. The cscaminer has expanded upon the previous rejecuon to more clearly point 
out die inhetenr use of folders for storing, organizing, and displaying CAD progtaras (drawings and 
text files), a$ claims 2, 16, and 31). 

Applicants note daac the only difference between the rejecuon in the final Office Acrion and 
the former Office Action (with respect to daims 2, 16, and 31) is that a "note'* is added that 
provides "the programs must be stored in some type of program on the server computer 30 in order 
to be utilised by the user^', AppEcants agree that programs mxist be stored on a server in order to be 
used. However, such a teaching still fails to teach an area of a web site that provides the ability to 
roodi^ and organize site members, projects ^ project folders and standard folders), and project 
members (of the one or more projects) as claimed. Further, even if Burrows teaches using folders 
for storing, organizing, and displaying CAD programs (which AppUcancs traverse), Burrows still fails 
to teach an area of the interactive web site (Le., that is accessible to the user) for modifying and 
organizing site members and project members (as claimed). Burrows does not even remotely allude 
to such areas of a web site or a web site having the capabilities as claimed. 

In addition to the above, the various elements of Applicants' claimed invention together 
provide operational advantages over the systems disclosed in Burrows, Wishnie, Lowell, Robertson, 
Yasue, and Burtidge. Furdier, Applicants' invention solves problems not recognized by Burrows, 
Wishnie, LoweU, Robertson, Yasue, and Burridge. 

Thus, Applicants submit that independent claims 1, 2, 16, and 31 are allowable over 
Burrows, Wishnie^ Lowell, Robertson, Yasuc, and Burridge. Further, dependent claims 3-15, 17-30, 
and 32-45 are submitted to be allowable over Burrows, Wishnic, Lowell, Robertson, Yasue, and 
Burridge in the same manner, because they are dependent on independent claims 1, 2, 16, and 31, 
respectively, and because they contain all ±e limitations of the independent claims. In addition, 
dependent claims 3-15, 17-30, and 32-45 recite additional novel eletnents not shown by Burrows, 
Wishnie, Lowell, Robertson, Yasue, and Buizidge. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

In view of the above, it is submitted that this application is now in good order for allowance 
and such allowance is respectfully solicited. Should the Examiner beHeve minor matters soil remain 
that can be resolved in a telephone interview, the Examiner is urged to call Appficants' undersigned 



attomey. 



Date: Ormher 14. 2003 



Respectfully submitted, 
Mark E. Sweat et al. 
By their attorneys, 

GATES & COOPER LLP 

Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, Califotnia 90045 
(310) 641-8791 
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